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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Claims 1-17 as amended are still in consideration for this application. Applicant has 
amended claims 1, 2, 5, 8, 9, and 13-15. 

2. Examiner withdraws the 1 12-first paragraph rejection for Office action filed 05/23/03 
since applicant amended the claims. 

3. Examiner does not withdraw the 1 12-second paragraph rejection for Office action filed 
05/23/03. Applicant did not address or correct claim 16 with respect to "impermissible" and 
"permissible" values. Examiner thanks applicant for making corrections to the other claims 
previously rejected under 1 12-second paragraph. 

4. Examiner does not withdraw the obviousness rejection to Clarke et al in view of 
Weisser for Office action filed 05/23/03. From the examiner's perspective there are items at 
issue. 

The first issue is what is meant by the term "control field" as recited in the claims . In 
particular, the scope of "control field" is not clearly defined by the claims. By way of example, 
claim 1 recites that a "control field' takes one of a plurality of possible values (e.g., see step a) 
but still does not define a "control field". Applicant does further define a "control field" in claim 
4 and 10 were the rejection is withdrawn. Applicant's specification states that preferably the 
control field is a routing control field (i.e., "point codes") (e.g., see page 3, lines 3-8), however, 
applicant's specification then goes on to state that "the invention is by no means limited to use 
with routing control fields". Specifically, applicant's specification also mentions overwriting a 
code which identifies the "originating network for a signal" (e.g., such a signal could be data 
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related signaling network management and maintenance). Examiner notes that an "originating 
network for a signal" is open-ended and thus assumes a reasonable but broad interpretation of the 
recited claimed subject matter. As such, in reference to applicant's remarks filed 1 1/21/2003 
(e.g., see pages 15-17 of applicant's remarks) the passage cited by the applicant (column 13, 
lines 30-52 of Clark et al) does teach that MSU data related to higher levels (which is not 
clearly defined) is handled by the User level (i.e., passed up to the interception functionality), 
however, also taught by the reference is that other information is still handed/updated at layer 3 
(i.e., a lower level using a reasonable but broad interpretation or other information found in 
message/data field 41). Thus the reference teaches that "control information", using a reasonable 
but broad interpretation of the term, is modified at a lower level (i.e., layer 3). In particular, see 
column 8, lines 13-56; and column 10, lines 35-58. Hence applicant's argument that a "control 
field" only contain points codes (i.e., information that relates to higher layers) is improper since 
the term point codes (or equivalent) is not recited in the claims. Furthermore, applicant argues 
that modification only takes place at a higher level (i.e., a user part) for which the examiner 
respectfully disagrees (see e.g., column 10, lines 35-56). Specifically Clark et al teaches: "it is 
possible to arrange for the modification circuit to effect different forms of modification on 
different types of MSU" (see column 10, lines 54-58) where the modification circuit 79 is found 
at level 3 (see figure 6). The message/data filed 41 is shown in figure 3 which contains MSU 
information 42 including, but not limited to a routing label 43. 

At second issue is what is meant by low level and higher level since these terms are 
relative. In particular, a low level and/or high level is unclear from some of the claims such that 
the examiner assumes a reasonable but broad interpretation of the recited claimed subject matter. 
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Specifically, examiner assumes that level 3 is a lower layer (as mentioned in the previous 
rejections). Examiner notes applicant has not amended all the claims to further recite this 
limitation (e.g., see independent claims 2, 14, and 15). 

Should applicant clearly state that control information is point code (i.e., network layer) 
information and clearly define a lower level and higher level as MTP layer 2 and a user layer, 
respectively, then the examiner would withdrawn the rejection for the remainder of the claims . 
Based on applicant's amendment the examiner has withdrawn the rejection for claims 4, 5, and 
10. However, assuming the claims are amended to reflect the changes mentioned above, 
examiner notes that the new rejection using Christie et al still remains. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claim 6 is objected to because of the following informalities: line 1 contains the term 
"win" which should be "in". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. It is unclear what applicant means by " impermissible " values/data as the term 
"impermissible" is not explicitly defined in applicant's specification. Examiner notes the term 
"impermissible" is recited in all the independent claims. As the dependent claims depend on the 
independent claims, these claims also stand rejected. To overcome the rejection, examiner is 
requesting applicant to provide support for the amended claims by showing where the term 
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"impermissible" is supported in the specification (i.e., applicant failed to do so when amending 
the claims in response to the rejection). As such, examiner's reasonable but broad interpretation 
of the claimed subject matter includes "not allowable 55 for the term "impermissible 55 as defined 
by the context given on page 7, lines 1 1-30 of applicant's specification in view of the description 
for figure 5 on page 8, lines 1-13. In this section, examiner notes that applicant includes an 
example of "transfer routing" which includes address translation using a reasonable but broad 
interpretation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-3, 6-9, and 11-17 (as amended) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,550,914 A to Clarke et al in further view of WO 95/35633 
to Weisser. 

As to claims 1, 2, 8, 13, 14, and 15, figure 4 of Clarke et al ("Clarke") shows an 
operating node (52) (i.e., message interceptor) connected to a single external source (48 
or 49) (i.e., signaling transfer point). The operating node (52) receives messages called 
"signaling units" (40) as shown in Figure 3 that contain a control field and can be handled 
according to the value(s) in the control field [column 6, lines 30-67; column 7, lines 1- 
17]. As shown in Figure 5, the message unit (MSU) (52) contains a protocol engine 
(64,65) for Level 2 protocols (i.e., lower-level of a messaging protocol) and a respective 



Application/Control Number: 09/171,960 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2663 

data extraction circuit (66,67) for extracting Level 3 information from each MSU (or 
"signaling unit") received at the interface (60). It is noted that each message interceptor 
may either act as a message suppression action or a message modification action [column 
7, lines 47-49] where it is possible to modify different portions of the MSU (or "signaling 
unit") including control fields [column 10, lines 35-59]. Thus it may also be implied that 
subsequently processing the signal in the network may (or could) be dependent on the 
control field being overwritten or modified. 

Not clearly disclosed by Clarke are comparing fields of each incoming message 
with prestored permissible values and taking corrective action in the event of determining 
at least one value is permissible at a lower layer. Instead Clarke acknowledges that this 
is usually done at a higher layer (Emphasis column 8, lines 36-56 in reference to Clarke 
figure 7). As additional support, Weisser '633 describes such a comparison but is silent 
on where such a comparison takes place (examiner notes that the comparison takes place 
at the same layer that is being compared by applicant). Thus examiner notes that using a 
broad but reasonable interpretation of the claims, that Clarke does perform overwriting 
certain fields at the lower layer functions (i.e., level 2 protocol engine) [column 2, lines 
35-67; column 3, lines 1-2 with strong emphasis on column 2, lines 64-67]. Thus taught 
by the summary of Clarke is that the comparison takes place somewhere along the way 
(i.e., included in at least one of said transfer means). Taught specifically in the discloser 
is that this comparison takes places at layer 3. However, noted in general is that this 
process takes places as a separate function, prior to the processing of higher layer level 
processes (such as at the application level). Furthermore, examiner notes applicant's 
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definition of a lower layer is layer 3 with respect to a MSU. Thus it would have been 
obvious to a skilled artisan prior to applicant's invention using a broad interpretation of 
the claims to perform a comparison at a lower layer process. In addition, not clearly 
taught by the reference is a method for communicating between two separate networks 
where one network is an external network, although the background of Clarke et al. 
suggests a motive for using the operating node (52) to communicate between two related 
but separate network infrastructures [column 1, lines 19-21]. Thus it is determined by the 
examiner that it would have also been obvious to apply this solution towards an external 
network due to the above reason. Furthermore, in a separate application that also 
provides mediation between two control signaling networks, Weisser discusses in the 
abstract a method of mediation of data packet traffic across a particular interface between 
the Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) (i.e., communications network) operated by a 
local exchange carrier and a non-local exchange carrier service provider (i.e., signal 
source external to the communications network). The Weisser reference also points out 
similar anticipations to the elements described above. Finally, examiner notes that 
Clarke may be silent or deficient to overwriting the control field of a permissible value if 
the value is determined to be impermissible. Examiner notes that this also would have 
been obvious prior to applicant's invention given the teachings of Weisser. Specifically, 
Weisser discloses masking an originating nodes address such that when communicating 
with an originating node, the OPC field is overwritten from an "impermissible" value 
(i.e., the second termination number) to a "permissible" value (i.e., the first or originating 
number). Examiner notes Clarke provides the support in general of modifying (i.e., 
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overwriting) an MSU which includes an OPC field based on a match using the data 
modification circuit 79 [column 10, lines 35-58] where the packet may come from more 
than one external source (i.e., a third party node). 

Since these two references attempt to solve the same problem of control protocol 
mediation, it would have also been obvious to combine these references so that an 
external network (as taught be Weisser) is used in lieu of a separate network that may or 
may not be external. Both references disclose signaling in a telecommunications 
network in general and an SS7 network specifically, thus creating a motivation for 
combining the subject matter as a whole for both references. 

As to claims 3, 9 and 16, Clarke et al. teaches a protocol engine (62, 63) that acts 
generally in the same manner as a standard Level 2 protocol engines for the message 
transfer point (MTP) [column 7, lines 64-69]. It is also pointed out that the operation of 
the link portion (62) is maintained at link level (MTP Level 2) by the protocol engine 
[column 8, lines 23-30] when Level 3 information (i.e., network layer functions) is 
extracted. 

As to claim 11, see the same reasoning behind the rejection to claim 10. 

As to claims 6, 7 and 12, the routing of signals in the reference could be of type 
SS7 (a common channel signaling protocol) over a point-to-point connection as shown in 
Figure 4 [column 4, lines 54-60]. 

As to claim 17, see the same reasoning behind the rejection for claim 15. 



Application/Control Number: 09/1 7 1 ,960 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2663 

10. Claims 1-17 (as amended) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 5,926,482 A to Christie et al (^Christie") in further view of WO 95/35633 
to Weisser, 

As to claims 1, 2, 8, 13, 14, and 15, see figures 1 and 2 with respect to structure 
of a signaling network. In particular, see figure 5 with respect to a point code conversion 
500 (i.e., signaling link hardware). Specifically note the difference between the prior art 
shown in figure 4 and Christie's invention shown in figure 5. Examiner places emphasis 
that "advantageously, the conversion function is located prior to the MTP level 3 route 
function allowing a single integrated and flexible system" [column 4, lines 37-43]. Thus 
Christie teaches performing a conversion prior to a higher level (level 3 or the user part 
level 4 shown in figure 5). Specifically, Christie teaches converting (i.e., overwriting) a 
new OPC, DPC, and/or CIC (e.g., see column 8, lines 21-42). Although the OPC, DPC, 
and/or CIC can also be modified by the user layer (e.g., see column 9, lines 23-46), the 
reference teaches that this information is modified by the point code conversion 500 (i.e., 
a "virtual signaling system 55 for certain instances. Specifically, figure 5 shows that the 
routing information (i.e., point codes) is modified before the packet is routed at level 3. 

Christie may be silent or deficient to the further limitation of overwriting a 
control filed with a value from a restricted subset of the plurality of possible values 
according to subrouting. Examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one skilled 
in the art prior to applicant's invention to overwriting a control field with a value from a 
restricted subset of the plurality of possible values. One motivation would be to 
overwrite values for security. As such Weisser helps cure the above-cited deficiency by 
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disclosing that values are overwritten for security (i.e., unauthorized access) (e.g., see 
page 15, second paragraph). Weisser, however, is silent or deficient to where the 
functionality takes places (e.g., at level 2 or level 3). As taught by Christie these 
comparisons are performed prior to level 3 using the point code conversion block 500 
(i.e., converting is analogous to overwriting). 

As to claims 3, 9 and 16, see e.g., figure 5 of Christie. 

As to claim 4 and 10, see e.g., column 8, lines 20-42 of Christie. 

As to claim 11, see the same reasoning behind the rejection to claim 10. 

As to claims 5, 6, 7 and 12, see e.g., column 1, lines 15-32 of Christie. 

As to claim 17, see the same reasoning behind the rejection for claim 15. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Derrick W. Ferris whose telephone number is (703) 305-4225. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9 A.M. - 4:30 P.M. E.S.T. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on (703) 308-5340. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 305-3900. 




Derrick W. Ferris 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2663 
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